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19 tay 1969 


Dr John Nichols 
Kansas City, Kansas 


Dear John: 


I am back from the States and have much to say. 

Enclosed ere some pictures we got at the Archives. I shall 
be getting a few others, and will send copies when I rat then, 
The numbers at the top of each will explain what the pictures 
ghow. 


First let me give you something that may be an important aid 
in your case to get the evidence from the irehives. Frazier made 
an important error which you can exploit to good advantage, I don't 
wish to inply that the error resnits from xkxk illicit intent, but 
it 18 the type of error that justifies your aypeal for the evidence 
itself, since the error throws the published récord into mm an 
unresoLvable confusion that can only be resolved by direct re-examin- 
ation of the evidence. Here it ist I don't have the Hearings in 
hand and ean't refer to every ine by number, but I remember much 
and you can f111 in the rest): . \ 

Turn to the exhibits that show the microscopic markings on the 
primers of the rifle cases; they begin at about 599. Among them 
ort suo sananete on facing pages (bottom of the pages) that look 

ike this: Yh 
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According to Frazier:  . Ea \ 
Cc is a test eartridgse case f & \ 
C7 is CE 544 | A 
#@ C38 is CE 5645 , 7 ~ Mh 


He testifisd that all of his composite pictures show the test case 
on the left and the suspect case on the right, but that ig not true, 
ag we gan easily prove with these two exhibits(perhaps' also of 
the other composits that he put in evidence, but 1 can"t be sure-- 
it is uneertainty of this type that gives you justification for 
demanding the evidence, so that you can set the record ‘straicht) 

Now, here is the true situation, which you can easily check: 
B ond D are different magnifications of the same picture-- not 
nerely different pictures of the seme case, but the very same 
picture, with D blown up larger. You’oan check it simply by comparing 
them=-- they are ldentical in absolutely every respact, and impossible 
circumstance if they were pictures of timanmm different cases, or 


even if it were different pistyres of the, 3: cz2se | 
an illustrative presentation, Por otbnt ssi 8H Lo tng “cotitt 7 Pitat ws 





handling your case, then I suggest that you photograph the 
exhibits as they appear in the Yolume, and blow them up ts s0 
exemt that they ere exactly the samp size. If you do that, 
please make a copy for me, There is no denying that both B and 
D were made from the some neatived. 

That is only part of what you can tell the judge. There is some~ 
thing equally important-- and equally certain. A shows the base 
not of a test case (as Frazier said), but of a suspect case; we 
can even say which case: it is CE 544, ond there is no doubt about 
it. 19 I racall, this 1s what 4 looks like: 
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Note especially themarks that I have encireled and num 

re and # « low look at the photo that I sent you cote te 
bases of the three cartridce cases. CE 544 has exactly these 
marks (it is the middle of the three). Here is a sreten showing 
CS 544 in the position depicted in the photo that I sent, and 


dotted circles showing the marks that correspond 
depicted in A: rresp to the case as 


There is absolutely no doubt about it. A, whieh Frazier said 
shows 2 test case, in fact shows an evidence case. Innocent 

or not, he has given false information 
and left the record in on wintelligible state. We cannot now 
trust tka any of the photo comparisons that he put in evidence, 

It is possible that B and D are photos of a test case, and that 

A (definitely) and C are photos of the suspect cases, but the point 
of inportance to yow suit is that we dow not know, and 

imow what situation prevails. The published record is sinply 
gobblefiy-cook as far as private researchers are concerned. 
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if you present thin in your suit, only blatent chicanery 
ean keep them fron ceiving you at lenst the esses. Fa With 
proper arguments (which Lf will not susrest here, for they are 
better worked. out by your lawyer) you can also use it to cast 
doudt on the interrlty of evidenoe that ceneerns the other material 
that you went. It could be just the scrow-har thet you need 
to pry loose the other stiff thas rom want. 

i think this is an inpertent pieae of material for you and 
i stronrcly urre you to vse it in veu suit, ‘We have Frazier cold 
on this, J an not yet -illing to susrest oulpable intent, for 
{ cannot think of what mirht have motivated the error, tut there 
is no doubt that the evidence is im error mé thet the error ig 
servious-~- very serious. it casts doubt directly or the interrity 
of vraziers comperison photos od inéireectly or 2ll of the evidence 
that Fragler introduced, 

I don't rerard this mx information as my "property" so you 
may use it in any way you wish and will not cause me offense ag 
long as you use tt honestly. I may cet out a memo on it, dut 
auave no intent to publish except perhaps in conjunction with 
other things that I may write. -<resently I can explain the "what" , 
but am still trying to fisure out the "why". The “why” may be 
evident if we can look at the oases under a niorosoope, tut right 
now there is nothing to say. in any case, thés can be of inmediate 
use to you, so if you wish, use it. The most I will do in the 
near future is cet out a memo for friends, ad i may not even bother 
With thet ea Por avhile. HNesldes, it is of minimal importance 
to me, and perhaps of sreat importance to you. 

Por presentation in your suit, I sugrest that you make 
comparative photos of picture “« and my pisture of the base of 
CL 544, The photographer who took the picture has the nesative 3 
if you went a picture done in a different size, please tell me, 
end I will have him send you one lor somegspecify). If you do 
that, tell me what size is best for you. Letter than that, 
can cet & negative from the irchives; we had to give them negatives 
of what we took, 

i hope you can use this materinl and that it does you good 
in your guit. J would Like to repay you in Kind for the Sorimest 
interest and help that you heve given me. 

Good luol:, no matter what you do. 


In light of other things we found out in the States, I ask 
ou to scrap what I sent you about the cortridge coses. Not that 
t have given up inquiry or lost interest, but it is coing to 
require important revision, snd my once solid conffidence has been 
seriously shaken, It ls best that there be no risk of the stuff 
Setting out, for much of it is wrong or at least based on unverified 
premises, vhen I re-do the material, I will send you copies, 
but the naterial must not go out in the form that I have it. I 
still think sonething important will develop from study of the 
cartridce eases, but it will heave to develop alone different lines 
from the ones 1 suryested. 

it appears that the sartridra cages have fired bullets. There 


ere still some very important anomalies that nave to be explained, 
and 2 shall contimne pursuing nethods of explaining then, but 


we have sot to serap the notion that the seses never fired bu'lets,. 


, I tend to think that the cases are very important, but perhaps 
not for the reason that we suppose. We have to be right both 
in the assertion and in the evidence upon which the asserton 
rests-- it would be disasterous to be right for the wrong reason. 


I am satisfied that there is an innocent explanation for the 
case mouth dent-- innocent and natural. It was a deception that 
we were both able to produce mouth dents by chambering empty cases, 
for the same dent occurs on ejection of fired cases, I was not 
5 able to test this properly becsuse the ejector on the rifle that 
: I used if faulty. Here is what happens: when the bolt is drawn 
back with normal force in rapid firing ( vigorous, but normal), 
the ejector strikes the case and casts in to the right. By the 
same action, the ejector imparts a spin to the case, so that it 
whitls out like a tiny propeller. On its first whirl, the mouth 
of the case swings around end bumps the back of the raceiver, on 
the right side. The clearly is what happens, for the case mouth 
leaves & trace of brass on the immek back of the receiver at the 
spot where it bumps. We ran into a gun expert at a rifle reamge 
in Maryland, and he dented the case mouth on his first try. 

did it many times subsequently with far less vigorous force than 
he used. The marks were easy to produce with Harold's rifle. 





The cause of the dents on the case soulder is still unresolved. 
In numerous ejections I was not able to reproduce them, but I 
don't completely rule out that possibZility. Something happened 
that tended to confirm my suspicion that they were caused in ghambert 
chambering a bulleted ronmnd, and I still think that is how it 
happened latter experience with the case mouth dent, I tend to 
be more cautious ebout what I say with certainty). “In chambering 
bulleted cartridges, we produced scrapes on the case shoulders-- 
very often. None went into a dent, but the scrapes are evident. 
I think pes gt lyase extractor or slightly different distances 
in relative position of parts of the aetion might make the scrapes 
go to dents, but I can't be sure yet. This needs much more 
experimenting. 


The problem is the conflict between apparently positive 
indications on both sides-- that the cases did and did not fire 
bullets. Without a rubber mold of the chamber it is not possible 
to determine whether it is significant that the shoulders do 
not show machine marks. I eannot imagine that that gun was machinea 
so smoothly in the chamber when it was machined go coarsely 

| elsewhere. It is one of the worst pieces of shootin# equipment 
that I have ever seen~- really, even I was amazed to see what a 
vastly piece it is. I regnided my refle ane Harolds as dangerous 
Junk, but C2766 is far worse than anvthing I have seen, I £0t 

a good look at certain parts, snd it is evident that the thing is 
worn out not only from had tooling, but from excessive and abusive 
use-- far more use than even iragier gave it. ly rifle is in 
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| pretty €ood condition-- us old as it is, it does not appear to have 
\ been used, but CP766 has resiliy tad it. 1 just cannot imegine 


that the chanber xexsa was = smoot sg not to Lewve machine marks 
on the tse shoulder. Ib just ma 
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and. 

Thorovgh ‘sx @irect wtex examiretion of the misroscopic 
moryinses may yield some imnortant answere, In sgnite of frazivgr's 
information that, there titra were no marks, in fact there are, or 
so 14t nnpeardd for the quick ind inedecuate direct look that I 
had st the Archives, and so it appears from the vhotoss~- I nean 
mucke produced. by blow-buek (there cre other micro narks that 
weve produced ty Other teams), There are alternative explanations, 
mene of whieh inply Trazier's irnucence. But there is no way of 
confirming suspleterns--or @ispellirs: them-- unless we put the 
cases uncer a microsecpe and consult) them directly. <hotographs 
ave not vary userul, for they sive a very linited anmmmt of infore 
nation. 


the microscepie marks on the orimers cause confusion, too. 
the primers are flat, as you would expect from firing bulleted 
cases, but the firing nin impressions show no cratering, as you 
would expect fron eases which were fired enpty. Theve is a aonsidered 
able sap between the firing pin and the bolt face (1.2. the firing 
pin does not £111 the firing pin hole), end the primer metal should 
ON back into that ¢ap during full blowheek, it's confusing as 
hell. 


shen 1 gat and vead the books that! ordered coneerning 

firearms identification, I°11 prepare a memo for you on tka Yragzier's 
.ecertion that there were ro marks on the brass portion of the 
dDasese. This too alght be very useful in your suit. From what 
Il have read and seen so far, it loolks as though the blow-baek of 
high howered Cee ee ere Marke the dragg-- the more so with’ 
a bolt facs like U2766's, il prepare such a mewo in any case, 
but 22 1 think you aisht use it, 1 can write with omvhasis on 
thinss that willl bear on your guit. 

- gan't promise that i will ¢et out a memo soon, for = shall 
be busy with other things. 


i still have much more to do and say about these cases, but 
- have to stop now, for it is setting late. 


in time I may chip away at this thing end come up with nothing 
that + can use, but at least we have fotten good stuff that you can 
use, and liarold might treat 1t as a reflection of the inadequacies 
of trazier's anelysis. what is more his type of meant than mine; 
he does it splendidly, tut I feal wneomfortable when I dealwith 
uncertainties. I preiver to try to resolve then, but thetr mere 
existence can benefit you and Harold, 


i feel like s kid taking the ballo of a Christmas tree, hut I 
con't mind, really, for it would have been disasterous if my original 
beliefs (certainty!) went public. -is thins stand, it s a glicht 
enbarassnent, but it sould hare destroyed what still may prove to 
ve a vital issue. 

i still think it ig important, ond will continue vursuing 
the cases with the sane enthusiagn-- but more eautiously. 


Bernabei 


